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REPORT OF THE CENTRAL COUNCIL 
ON 
“FAMILY ALLOWANCES IN RELATION TO EQUAL PAY” 


TERMS OF REFERENCE.—Resolution of the Chester Conference : 





‘*That Central Council be asked to enquire into the whole question of allowances in relation 
to the question of Equal Pay for men and women teachers in order that the Union may have a 
definite policy in the matter.”’ 


In accordance with the instruction of the Chester Conference, the Central Council has taken 
a wide survey of the whole question of ‘‘family endowment,’’ as usually understood, and of the 
wider question of allowances for other dependants. Individual members of Council studied one 
or more of the various books, pamphlets, and articles which have been written on the subject, 
and a special sub-committee was appointed to consider the whole question exhaustively, and it 
is their unanimous findings whch form the basis of the Central Council Report presented to 
Conference. 


Equai Pay is one of the foremost objects of the National Union of Women Teachers; now 
that Equal Franchise has been achieved, Equal Pay is our next objective. This being so, the 
Council is justified in considering the terms of reference quoted above from two angles :— 

1. Are Family Allowances a just corollary to Equal Pay? 


2. Is the advocacy of any system of family allowances likely to hasten or hinder the achieve- 
ment of Equal Pay. 


The Special Sub-Committee set up by the Council studied carefully all the schemes for Family 
Endowment which are in operation abroad, or are put forward as suitable for adoption in this 
country. These schemes are analysed below :— 


KINDS SUGGESTED. OBJECTIONS OF THOSE IN FAVOUR OF 
GENERAL PRINCIPLE. 


1. In separate industries by grant from 1. The omission of large numbers of workers. 
employers and under the control of 2. The varying amounts paid by different industries. 
each. 3. The workers’ difficulties when needing to ‘‘strike’’ 


or otherwise improve conditions of labour. 
2. By employers contributing to an in- 1. Hard on struggling employer with many hands as 


dustrial ‘‘pool’’ for equalisation (a) compared with more prosperous one having few. 

voluntary, (b) compulsory, as in most 2. Exclusion of large sections of workers not under 

European countries. contract: e.g., village blacksmith, small shop- 
keeper. 


3. Difficult to introduce as being a burden on industry 
which results in (a) lower general wage rate, or 
(b) raising prices, or (c) sudden drop for single men. 

4. Check to the natural and necessary movement of 
workers from one industry to another. 

3. By triple contributions from employer, 1. Would necessitate payment of 1/4 a week for life 
worker, and State to Family Income by workers, during most years of which they would 
Insurance. receive no_ benefit. 

2. Employer’s share would be passed on in higher 
prices to the consumer. 

3. Insurance is rightly payable only for risks over 
which the insured person has no control. 

4. By State only, through increased taxes 1. Chief exponent of State scheme declares it to be 


on incomes, death duties, ete. ‘‘a heavy charge of social dynamite.’’ 
_ 2. To provide 5/- per child the cost would be 
£125,C90,000. 


3. Even a Socialist Government would have many 
other claims upon the national purse. 
4. A 6d. tax yields only £34,000,000. 
From a careful study of all these schemes, three significant facts emerge :— 
1. All the exponents of ‘‘family endowment’’ urge that its adoption is the only way of 
obtaining equal pay, but none of the exponents suggest establishing equal pay first, though 
that would appear to be the logical procedure. 


_2. In no case has the establishment of family endowment brought about the granting of equal 
pay as between men‘and women. 


5. None of the many schemes recognises dependants other than a married man’s children 
(and in some cases his wife). 


The Central Council considers that Equal Pay is not a question of the re-adjustment of the 
national income, but it is a matter of the dignity of womanhood and of the status of women 
workers in all walks of life. 


To couple our demand for this reform with any kind of scheme for family endowment is to 
imply that without such a proviso, we have no case. ‘This is not so. Equal Pay has been achieved 
in this country in other professions (medicine and law, etc.) and during the war in other callings 
(‘bus conductors, ticket collectors, etc.), and it has been gained by the teaching profession itself 
in other countries—in all these cases without reference to family responsibilities. What other 
professions can do at home, and our own profession achieve abroad, ought not to be impossible 
for ourselves. We have won the Vote because we fought a straight fight. In our struggle we 
did not confuse the issue by tying ourselves down to Adult Suffrage, Property Qualifications, 
Proportional Representation, or any other detail of Franchise Law. We simply demanded the 
Vote as it was or might be granted to men. By doing this we united many women who on the 
side issues would have been in disagreement, and WE WON. So in our next fight (i.e., for Equal 
Pay) we must keep a singleness of purpose, and demand this equality under the present or any 
future system of national, local or industrial finance. 


FAMILY ENDOWMENT. 


The proposers of the Conference resolution were probably prompted to bring it forward 
because one so frequently meets the opponent to Equal Pay whose objections are based on the 
fact(?) that ‘‘a man has a wife and children to keep.’? Many such opponents are not sincere 
because they are quite satisfied with the status quo which (a) neglects the family responsibilities 
of a widow, (b) ignores the bachelor’s freedom from such responsibilities, (c) fails to differentiate 
between fathers of large and small families, and (d) does not sufficiently differentiate between the 
salaries of men and women to make it possible to keep a wife and family on the difference. 


But even when such an argument is used sincerely, it is not valid because salaries are pay- 
ment for work done, and the manner in which a salary is expended is not the concern of the 
employer. A just employer would give equal pay for equal work, and a self-respecting employee 
would demand it. A married man’s probiems might be equitably solved by some method of family 
allowances, but his problems are not caused by equal pay nor talk of equal pay and it is foolish 
to confuse the issues. 


It would be unwise for the National Union of Women Teachers to encumber its work for 
Equal Pay with any schemes for family allowances for the following reasons :— 


1. Many women who believe in some such arrangement for family incomes would quarrel with 
us as to which particular scheme we should support. 


2. While Equal Pay is possible without Family Endowment it is also true that we might fight 
for and gain Family Endowment and yet still be cheated of Equal Pay; there are men who 


think they have a right to superior treatment and misguided women who encourage them 
in this attitude. 


3. Many women who are united in the cause of equality between the sexes are by no means 
prepared to support any such schemes and we should lose the help of such women in our 


fight. We must not divide our forces nor dissipate our energies—this policy would do 
both. 


FAMILY ENDOWMENT AND TEACHERS. 


The Proposers of the motion ask for a scheme in connection with teachers’ salaries only. The 
objections to this, in addition to the above, are :— 


1. Other professions have Equal Pay without any such scheme. Why should not the teaching 
profession ? 
2. This policy would alienate not only those who object to all forms of family allowances but 


also those who, while approving of state aid, would strongly object to any burden for family 
allowances falling on the local rates. 


3. Others would object to a scheme that would be a form of income tax to be used, not for 
children as a whole, but for the benefit of one particular class. 


4. Such a scheme would necessitate a most objectionable inquisition by employers into the 
private affairs of teachers, and there would be many cases of hardship, e.g., where a sense 
of moral responsibility led a teacher to support someone whose claims were not recognised 
by the scheme. j 

9. The scheme implies that salaries are not a reward for work done, but that teachers ‘‘give’’ 
their labour to an employer who proceeds to ‘‘keep’’ them and those of their dependants 
whom he chooses to recognise. 

CONCLUSION. 


Your Central Council therefore recommends that Conference ratifies the two resolutions 
passed at previous Conferences :— 


Lea hat this Conference approves the principle of state allowances for children provided 
that the principle of Equal Pay for Equal Work is first established.’’—(Birmingham, 1925.) 


ht aes ’ ; 
This Conference reiterates its demand for Equal Pay for men and women teachers of 


the same professional status and pledges itself to an active campaign, which shall not cease 
until this object is attained.’’—(Chester, 1928.) 


oe 


